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REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the Office Acdon mailed September 15, 2009 
By this Amendment, claims 3, 5, 7-9, 16 and 17 have been amended to depend on clai m 
18. Further, claims IS and 20 have been amended to address the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second pauiuiciph. Lastly, claim 1 has been caiiceied without prejudice or disclaimer to its 
LindfiK tfi;^ subject matter. Thus, claims 3 and 5-20 are currently pending in this application. 
Supptnl foT the claim amendments can be readily found variously throughout the specification md 
the original claims 

In view of these amendments, Applicant believes that all pending claims are in condition 
for allowance. Reexamination and reconsideration in light of the above amendments and the 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 li.S.C. §J 12 

Claims 1,18 and 20 are rejected under 35 IJ.S.C, §112, second paragraph, for ailegediy 
being indefinite. With regard to claim 1, this rejection has been rendered moot by the cancellation of 
tlie claim. Further, Applicant believes that the amendments to claims 18 and 20 overcome this 
rejection by deleting the phrases or term "more or le>ss'\ "in the form of a plate" aiid "gemralfy'\ 
and amending the phrase "devoid of to formed separately from.'' Thus, in view of such changes to 
the claims, this rejection can no longer be sustained and should be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 li.S.C. §103 

Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 12-14 atid 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Jeffries et al. (LIS. Patent No. 5,221,050) in view of Coffee et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,595,208 Bl). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 

To establish an obviousness rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103{a), four factual inquiries 
must be e\<)muKxi Fiic loiii kKtsSal mi, k \ cs k u c uu i ng die scope and Loutoots oftiie 

pru-^f art (b) a>?v.ertaJtimg the dttYcicnces bet\\ee i ;rt p o' an the clami^ m j:>>;ue (c) Etsoixmg 
die le\ el ol oidtnan skill in the pLiltneni att, and (d) evaluating esidens.^ oi se(.ondan 
coE^si delation iitaham v John l\\f\\ 383 U S I 17-18 (1966) In vie\\ of those four factors, the 
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anal \ SIS supp^iitinu a jcjcvrnw under I' S ( in>{^a) should he nwuc cxplait and slK>uSd uk'niifi 

a f <.\{sofi dki{ It oiflJ hii\ < proinphd <.i /><.'> w i ofinchnat i skill in ifw n k'\ atti /« /./ lo <. ombuu' the 

IpiiO} cnij ek'tnetit^" mxh.iim& ner claimed kSRlu'i Co v Jc/efcx, Im , 12"? S Ct 1727.82 

LSP02d nSS, 13% (2007) Further, the Federal Circi it has staled that "rejection^ on ob\iousiiess 

caanot be sustained with mere conclusoiy statemeBts; instead, there itiust be some aiticuiated 

reasoning with some rational underpinning io support the legal conclusion of obviousness." In re 

Kahn, 441 F 3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 1329. 1336 (Fed Cir. 2006), Still tiirther, even if the prior 

art may be combined, there must be a reasonable expectation of success, and the reference or 

references, when combined, must disclose or suggest all of the claim limitations. See in re Vmck, 

947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991), Finally, the teaching or suggestion to make the 

claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, 

not in Applicmit's disclosure. 

As discussed in Applicant's previously fded remarks, the Examiner fails to establish a 

prima facie case of obviousness because the combined prior art fails to disclose or suggest all of the 

claim limitations. Ciaim 18 recites, in/er alkr 

wherein fhe device further comprises afield electrode surrounding 
the reservoir, said field electrmie being conmcted to mid high 
voltage generator for providing the entire liquid composition with 
a common electric potential; 

wherein the reservoir is configured to provide a removable 
canridge, said reservoir being formed separately from the field 
ekctrtxle; 

wherein said field electrode is shafted to surround the reservoir. 
The prior art of record fails to teach or suggest at least these features of claim 18, The 
Examiner concedes that Jeffries et al. fails to teach these features (see pages 5-6 of the non-final 
Office Action), and relies on Coffee et al. to cure this deficiency in Jeffries et a!. However, as 
explained in Applicant's previous remarks of April 30, 2009 and June 30, 2009, the electrode 60 of 
CotYee et al. differs from the claimed field electrode in its spatial arrangement and function. Coffee 
et al. teaches tlie use of an additional electrode having & different electric potential from the 
comminution site and smTounding only the comminution site for providing the different potential to 
only a portion of the liquid advancing to the comminution site. 
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In suppvirt Vpplicatit wishes to note the following toachinus in CotFco et aJ. 

\ ftnlher clectiods. <h ■, ^< ^ p^j \) he separated from the 
coinmiiuujon Mtc ^0 h\ ij ^ l s>. a elecuodc ^0 In die 
arrajigement -jhoun jn 2. the discharge electrode 50 and 
furtliei eicctuKie 60 are concentncaily disposed wnh lospcei to the 
comtiiinution site so that the discharge electrode 50 suiroimds the 
conimtnution site 40 atid is m turn surrounded by the further 
elcttrode 60 The furthci electrode nia\ extend as fat as the outiet 
4 of the housnm 1 he further clecnodt 00 vCHTjpnses a pertoiatt 
UttUioalK umdiatise t>i sen vftiKHei l bod\ \^h!Lhrad\ 
effecti\el\, foini an intiei wall of the 6et(md chambct 3b bO a!> to 
b(nmi a commtrmtmn chamber or area 3a (apparently 3b) of the 
de\ ice F oi example the fuither electiode 60 mav compnse a tube 
or cage of uirc mcbh TKt \\<MI *hi. second i-hfjmbLf js 
foimed \\.ith one ot nioio i vs s ■> li \ u es l d e 
set-ond chambtj ib [ he aptitiiies iiia\ s\niniemeall\ dispos^^d 
around the eomminution site so to tacihtate a ixmmctncal an 
tlo^^ I he comminution sit [s!c] 40 dischaige electrode 'iO and 
tuf iher < itK uodt 60 ^sic ^.iMineeted to lespective voltage outputs 22 
2> \nd i Oi ihc \ ou ^..c t ^tsato j )d control circuit 21 ulnch i<i 
anaiucJ topioxuit ^^.s(.v^.'ut \t5 sues so that ih<^}oltqgc apphcd 
hull jii.tlhf I k (//>>/<. 60 III/ nm i M>]la<\ s apjyhnl to 

ci>inm/ft!{//on \/u fO itht /k ^ ^y.fh 'i Jiitt >k in Ihjs 
example, the cireuit 21 ts ananged to "^upi'K \ uegatne \ uha^e to 
the comminution site 40, a poMtn e s oitagc to the dibi-haigt 
electiode '^0 and eatth ot p oumi pow uia} to th e ftnthtr cL'tifude 
()0 \ he lurthef e!e<. it ode 60 has the lurtbet ad\ ant -^gc oj s/?/c Uitt^i 
thi. Lommifiutivn (.hutnht u^ poni exUtttuI i.k t ttonta^th tu fu ids 
so that the electucal fields uUhin the device die not detrnneiital!\ 
affected when, for example, the device is held by a user (see 
column 5, hne 58 - column 6. line 23 of Coffee et al.) (emphasis 
added) 

Coffee et a! , also discloses; 

the user breaths y\ s\ <^ e-^trained through the apertures 8 in 
the second chamDcr ana ;h'ough the perforate furtlier electrode 
oO into the commmuuon chamber bounded by the further eiecirode 
60. nis gim'mi nummetU of air thrmgh the perforate eleclrmk 
60 hmdcrsmJuMkMk^hM!MdMg^uidd^ 
iomtitmiitUmjm^^^^^ 

C{.>!umn 6, line 66 - column 7, luie 7, of Coffee et al,) (emphasis 
added) 
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\;> .ipp.i[fnr from the -abox e disclosure, the funiier eicctfode f'O is desiunt-d lo ht- 
connected a gsound (/ 1', ca/rh oi ^nmnd poiential) ;»id to b;no d dfHeient eioe-inc potentta! fiom 
the discharge electrode 50 (/.<?., ihe vo/tagc upplwd fo the fmfher i'iecinxie 60 a mu'tmediale ihe 
voltages applied to the commini/don Mife 40 and the dbchivge eleclrmk 50) for the purpose of 
attracting the comminuted mates ia! av>ay from the discharge site{; e.. lo bound and shuUihe 
commmution chawh^r 3a, thereby nthihilmg amwufmUon pruducts ftoni nnpacaw^ ilw twthi^r 
electrode 60). Thus, the discharge electrode 50 and fuither electrode 60 do not have a common 
electrical potential. 

In addition, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to modify CotTee et 
ai. so that the further electrode 60 has a common electrical potential with the discharge electrode 50, 
As noted above, the further electrode 60 is designed to be connected to a ground to have a different 
electric potential from discharge electrode for attracting tlie comminuted material away from the 
discharge site. If one skilled in the art were to modify the further electrode 60 to have a common 
electrical potential with the discharge electrode 50, such modification would render the invention of 
C'oft'ise et al. unsatistactory for its intended pur(Jose or, at the very least, change the principle of 
operation of the invention of Coffee et al. If the proposed modification would render the prior art 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, tlien there is no suggestion or 
motivation to make the proposed modification. In re Ckyrdon, 733 ¥2d 900, 221 L'SPQ 1125 (Fed. 
Cir, 1984). Also, if the proposed inoditlcation or combination of the prior art would change the 
principl e of operation of the prior ait invention being modified, then the teachi ngs of the references 
are not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. In re Ratti, 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 349 
(CCPA 1959). 

Further, from a physical configuration point of view, the flirther electrode 60 may 
surround the discharge electrode 50, M dogs "Ql MtroMd ti^^ f he Exaitiiner ai-gues in 

tlie Oifice Action that the electrode is connected to the voltage generator via circuits shown at 

numeral 23 of Figure 2 of Coffee et al, which does surround the resers'oir. However, Applicant 
strongly disagrees with the Examiner's interpretation in this regard. 

The rmraeral "23'' is used to denote voUage output (see column 6, line 10-12, of Coffee 
et al .), or voltage supply line <see column 6, line 61, of Coffee et al ), and does not denote the 
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citctnxie siuiounJi sil; the [tstMx on As best understood from the Jisclosiue of ( ofTt-c et al tiic 
\ oiuye output or suppU line (2 >) is a cable or wnc extending fioni the s o!tdi?o generaioi anJ 
contiol ciicuit (21) to the discharge electrode (50) aside fiom the reservoir (45), and is thcictbic not 
intended to lealize the electrode as an active element in relation to the rescr\'oir 

Thus because Coffee et al does no{ teach a f lM ekvTiodc \ui rounJiiif^ ihe reservotr 
and connected to a high \oUdgc gcneiatot for piovtdirg l l e Umc hquui tiimpo^ition \'vith moif, or 
less a Lommofi ck'ilrK pouinuti CotTet et al faiK to cine the defk)cnc\ of leifues ci d] 

Second, the Examiner has failed to establish a in ima case of ob\ lousncss because 
one of ordinaiy skill in the art would not have been prompted to combine the prior art elements in 
the manner claimed, Jeffries et al. relates to an electrostatic sprayer that is configured to provide a 
flow of liquid over a certain length of time (see column 4, line 60, to column 5, line 3, of Jeffries et 
al,). Coffee et a!., on the other hand, is clearly not for the continuous spray of liquid (see Figure 3b, 
6 a, and 7 of Coffee et al.). C'offee et al. discloses, "The user first primes the device by rotating the 
lever 74 in its slot 75 in the direction of the arrow A in FIG. 6b and against the biasing force of the 
coil spring 73 so winding up the coil spring" (see column 10, lines 27-3 i. of Coffee et al.), and "the 
user then depresses a button (not sho\vn) to release the engagement between the detent 76 and the 
lever 74 allowing the coil spring 73 to twist tlie threaded shaft of the piston rod 70 through a set 
angle at a set so that the cooperation between the piston rod 70 and nut 49 causes the piston 47b to 
move through the syringe 47 so that a metered aniouni of liquid is supplied at a steady rate from the 
syringe to the liquid supply pipe 33 (see column 10, lines 46-53 of (^offee et al ). 'Thus, only a 
metered amount of liquid can be discharged without once again priming die device. As such, the 
Examiner's reasoning for the combination of Jeffries et al and Coffee et al. is flawed, atid Coffee et 
al, cannot be said to disclose continuous spray of a liquid. 

Also, the delivery system of Jeffries et al. relies on physical positive pressure applied to 
tiie flexible sachet containing the liquid. In contrast, tlie specific embodiments shown in FIG. 6a 
,nvX M() " of CofTce ci al mchulc pumps thai aie no*^ "i Joh/^'v\5/i -claturnhhip \%!th the Kscucni 
C offec ft al dots dcptct a chamboi m downstream rcK^t..ir \\ it i tne ttsen !>n t >;ef i tgute 2 of 
CutTLCfial and suggest a \ancu of pumps (see column iines l(t-33 oj CufJee et a) ) but { offce 
et al does not provide specific teachings regarding such embodiments. Mence. even if one skil led in 
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the an t!> t-jnplos tht* ddixejv ^\stem of Coffee et ai. and apply itto Jetlries et al., one skilled 
in the art \> ouid esuploN the s\ ^tan of cjthci FIG 6a aad FIG. 7 of Coffee et al,, rather than a 
system that is not adequately described. 

Therefore, even though the devices of Jeffries et al. and CofTee et al. aie both in the field 
of electrostatic devices, their puipose and method of deliveiy are ver>' difterent. As such, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not have been prompted to combine the references in the manner 
claimed. 

In addition, as noted in tlie previous responses, the Examiner is using hindsight to 
randomly select and combine the elements of the devices of Jeffries et al. and Coffee et al In the 
rejection, the Examiner merely lists the elements of the present invention and locates such elements 
in Jeffries et al. m\d Coffee et al. without any regard as to whether one skilled in the art would be 
motivated to combine tlie elements in Jeffries et al. with the elements in Coffee et al. This is 
impermissible hindsight because the Examiner is relying on .Applicant's own disclosure to establish 
his case of obviou sness 1 bus, the Examiner's conclusion of obviousness in this case is based on 
improper hindvSight reasoning. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of tlie 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejection of claim IS. Claims 3, 5-9, 12-14, 16-17, and 20 depend directly or indirectly from claim 
1 8 and are allowable at least for this reason. Since none of the other prior art of record, whether 
taken alone or in any combination, discloses or suggests all the features of the claimed invention, 
AppHcaiit respectfully submits tliat independent claim 18, and all the claims that depend therefrom, 
are allowable. 

Claims 10, 1 1, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
mipateirtable over JetMes et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,22 1 ,050) in view of Coffee et al . (U.S. Patent No. 
6,595,208 Bl), and forther in view of Hartle et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,725,161), Apphcant 
respecttuiK tid\i.nscs this leict <o\ 

\ppiicant tCipecttuL} it bniits that claim 18 is allowable over Jeffries et al. and Coffee 
ef al m (.onibnidlivMi wftli !idit!e ci a\ , which the Examiner has cited to teach a transformer, a 
housing pros ided with a button fot releasing an inner cover therefrom and a switch knob for 
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a;.tuatnm a pump and an ourei vo\ i[ pio\ idcd to tn ovt! the mnei Lo\ti (scc p mts '*-!<) of the 
<>tJn„L \U]on) Ihis !s di[4. to the tdci thai dc'>pitc M th tLJi-hmus oMLutk et ai Ihitleeta! suii 
taib to cure the deficie cics ot Jcttiies et al a id Coffee et dl noted above wuh rcgaid to daim i 8 
Elence, claims 10, 1 1 and I"^ aie allowable at least because thev depend from an allow able claim 18 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawa! of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejection of claims 10, J 1 and 15. 

Ciaim 19 is rejected under 3 5 U.S.C, § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Jeffries et al. (U.S. Patem No. 5,221,050) in view of Coffee et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,595,208 Bi), 
and further in view of Sano et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0197075 Al), 
Applicant respectfully tmverses tins rejection. 

Applicant respectfully submits that claim IS is allowable over Jeffries et al. and Coffee 
et al in combination with Sano et al ., which the Examiner has cited to teach a field electrode 
composed of a first plate and a second plate both made of an eiectrical ly conductive metal and 
shaped to define therebetween said concavi ty surrounding the entire area of the resetvoir (see pages 
10-1 1 of the Office Action), Altliough Applicaiit disagrees with the Examiner's conclusion in this 
regard, even assuming Sano et al. contain such teachings, Sano et al. still fails to cure the 
detlciencies of Jeffries et al. and Coffee et al. noted above with regard to claim 18. Hence, claim 19 
is allowable at least because it depends from an allowable claim ! S. 

Accofdingiy, .Applicant respectfuliy requests withdrawal of tlie 35 U.S.C. § ! 03(a) 
rejection of claim 19. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, all the claims now pending in the present application are 
believed to be clearly patentable over tlie outstanding rejections. Accordingly, favorable 
reconsideration of the claims in light of the above remarks is courteously soiicited. If the Examiner 
has any comments or suggestions that could place this application in even better form, the Examiner 
is reqiicsted to telephone the undersigned attorney at the below-listed number 



Dated: December 1 5, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

.. 

Lee Cheng 

Registration No.: 40,949 
a lENG LAW GROUP, PLLC 
ilOO i7th Street, N.W. 
Suite 503 

Washington, DC 20036 
(202) 530-1280 
Attorney for Applicant 



Should additionai fees be iit:cossai> in connection whh iht- filing i>f ih!=^ paper, or ifa 
petiuon for extension of lime is required for timely acceptance of .sante, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized io chatge Deposit Account Tsio. 50-4422 for any 
such fees; and Applicant(s) hereby petition for any needed extension of time. 
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